Introduction
Over 50 years ago, US President John F. Kennedy outlined the wide military toolkit necessary for the 1961 graduating class of the US Naval Academy at Annapolis: "You must know something about strategy and tactics and logic-logistics, but also economics and politics and diplomacy and history […] You must understand that few of the important problems of our time have, in the final analysis, been finally solved by military power alone" (US President John F. Kennedy, 1961 ).
Kennedy will have had post-WW2 Germany and Japan in mind above, and more broadly the US lead in the Allied political and economic reconstruction of its wartime theatres of operations in Europe and the Pacific. He may well have been thinking too of earlier instances of the US military taking a key role in post-conflict reconstruction efforts; it has a history of reconstruction and stabilization missions dating back to at least its colonial interventions in the Philippines when it first declared its "exceptional" and "benevolent" form of imperialism (Go and Foster, 2003) .
Through the course of the twentieth century, the US military has variously committed to elements of 'stability operations' and 'counterinsurgency operations' (COIN), which Jennifer
Morrison Taw has recently illuminated so well (Morrison Taw, 2012a) . Morrison Taw In recent years, we have witnessed a firmer yet commitment on the part of the US military to specifically 'stability operations', which builds upon earlier doctrinal and operational iterations. Announcing for the first time in 2005 in a key Department of Defense (DoD) Directive (3000.05) that 'stability operations' were henceforth a "core U.S. military mission", to be "given priority comparable to combat operations", was significant for a number of reasons (US Department of Defense, 2005) . At its most basic declaratory level, the directive assigned stability operations a military responsibility equal in status to offense and deterrence. A year later, the US military ceased from referring to operations as either "War" or "Military (Duffield, 2001; cf Bachman, 2010; Reid-Henry, 2011) . However, in addition to undoubtedly significant reference to 'development' concerns in recent stability operations doctrine, I want to divulge how such an emphasis continues to be superceded by longstanding militaryeconomic security interests that centrally direct US interventionary practices overseas. I argue that stability operations, both in declared policy and operational practice, are neatly incorporated into a well-established mission of military-economic securitization, involving specific practices of military posturing and deterrence, and geoeconomic policing and regulation (Morrissey, 2011a) . That said however, in the wider geopolitical and geoeconomic milieu of contemporary US interventionism, the US military sees a combination of both offensive and stability operations as key to the success of what it calls 'full spectrum operations' (US Department of the Army, 2009). In this context, stability operations are part of a broad discursive rationale for an ambitious US global forward presence that promises not only neoliberal correction for some of the world's most volatile yet economically pivotal spaces, but correction too for the forms of illiberal 'underdevelopment' seen as a threat to the 'Western way of life' (Bell and Evans, 2010; Dillon and Reid, 2009; Duffield, 2007 2 The notional legal spectrum: stability operations in the war/law/space nexus US global ambition is projected and facilitated by its military's global forward presence, and this must be enabled by a purposeful legal architecture sanctioning land, sea and air access, troop movement and conduct, rules of engagement and so on (Morrissey, 2011b) . This is part of the 'geopolitics and biopolitics' combination that Michael Dillon (2007) Blomley, 1989) , and below I interrogate the US military's current 'operational law' to situate how stability operations fit within.
Military interventionary practices today rely upon a legal armature that anticipates, codifies and secures multiple manifestations of combat and non-combat environments (Gregory, 2010 The idea of a 'notional legal spectrum' is an important discursive device to draw upon for the contemporary US military. A 'notional legal spectrum' can be productively referenced for a wide range of legal modalities underpinning a broad array of interventionary practices. "The core mission of S/CRS is to lead, coordinate and institutionalize U.S. Government civilian capacity to prevent or prepare for post-conflict situations, and to help stabilize and reconstruct societies in transition from conflict or civil strife, so they can reach a (5) Such an assessment echoes the concerns of Kennedy, Weizman and others respecting the malleability of the 'legal' in declared military commitments to international law and more broadly humanitarian forms of interventionism (Kennedy, 2006; Weizman, 2009 "The United States has a significant stake in enhancing the capacity to assist in stabilizing and reconstructing countries or regions, especially those at risk of, in, or in transition from conflict or civil strife, and to help them establish a sustainable path toward peaceful societies, democracies, and market economies" (The White House, 2005, page 1).
The remit of securitizing political economy under the broad sign of 'stability operations' features even more prominently in the subsequent joint publication of the US Department of State and Joint Warfighting Centre on the emergent framework of US overseas reconstruction and stabilization strategy. In it, "American military power" is tasked with "vital roles" in the full spectrum of "peace, crisis, and conflict", and the following economic mechanisms are underscored at length as "essential components" of intervention to be supported: "bilateral and multilateral economic relations", the "commercial sector", "trade", "foreign direct investment", "sanctions", "regulatory frameworks", and "policy towards international financial institutions" (US Department of State and US Joint Warfighting Center, 2005, pages 33-34).
In support of these and other interventionary components under the umbrella of 'stability operations', the US government was not slow in committing additional DoD funding. Just over a month after Directive 3000.05 was issued, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal It is worth considering in some detail the envisioning of stability operations in these two instructive US Army field manuals. Operations begins by declaring that not only is "America at war", but that "it should remain fully engaged for the next several decades in a persistent conflict against an enemy dedicated to U.S. defeat as a nation and eradication as a society" (US Department of the Army, 2008a, page viii). With this doomsday dystopia established, it then (7) Although some of these monies were used for the establishment of such initiatives as Provincial Reconstruction Teams, much of it ended up being used for buying short-term local security support (Patrick and Brown, 2007; Bachman, 2010) . Presumably, one of the ways in which soldiers will be tested is in taking on the new responsibilities of full spectrum operations, such as "economic stabilization and infrastructure", "restoring economic production and distribution" and "initiating market reform", as outlined in Operations (US Department of the Army, 2008a, page 3-16).
Throughout the course of the document, however, none of these responsibilities are detailed in any significant way.
In Stability Operations, the US Army's broader mission "to generate 'soft' power to promote participation in government, spur economic development, and address the root causes of conflict among the disenfranchised populations of the world" is initially announced (US Department of the Army, 2008b, page C2). To this end, a "comprehensive approach to stability operations" is then proclaimed, which "integrates the tools of statecraft with our military forces, international partners, humanitarian organizations, and the private sector" -all in the name of an "American policy of internationalism" that "promotes political and economic freedom" (US Department of the Army, 2008b, pages C2, 1-10). Across six chapters, Stability Operations subsequently elaborates the US Army's new doctrinal approach to stability operations.
Although vague in detail throughout, the word 'economic' is the overwhelmingly dominant adjective describing stability operations and responsibilities, appearing over 200 times (and more than the combined total for 'political', 'social', 'moral', 'ethical' and 'environmental').
Supporting "economic and infrastructure development", furthermore, is outlined as one of five "primary stability tasks", the other four related tasks being "essential services", "civil security", The US role, furthermore, in policing the "global commons" and enabling "economic growth and commerce" is also laid out:
"[The US] will seek to protect freedom of access throughout the global commons -those areas beyond national jurisdiction that constitute the vital connective tissue of the international system" US Department of Defense, 2012, page 3).
A broader commitment to commerce and its securitization is evident elsewhere too. An additional 2012 national security document, National Strategy for Global Supply Chain Security, published by the White House is a case in point. The document is shot through with an unambiguous binding of 'economy' and 'security', and a rejection of "the false choice between security and efficiency" (The White House, 2012, page 2; cf Harcourt, 2012).
Extensively registered too are universalist calls for partnerships "with state, local, and tribal governments, the private sector, and the international community" -to realise "our shared goal of building a new framework to strengthen and protect this vital [global economic] system" (The White House, 2012, page C3). And once again we get a firm intermeshing of military and economic security logics:
"while the security of our citizens and our nation is the paramount concern, we must work CENTCOM's primary role in militarily policing and protecting the 'global economy' remains, however, and signalling a 'whole of government' approach to that end reads as merely an additional rhetorical justification for a universalist neoliberal mission. CENTCOM has not deviated from its long-established remit of 'shaping' the political economy of its 'area of responsibility', the energy rich region of the Persian Gulf and Central Asia -enabled by the most extensive overseas basing structure of any nation in history (Morrissey, 2011b) . From its inception, CENTCOM has consistently relied upon a common-sense understanding of the use of western interventionary force to guard against threat and political economic instability. In what is now a proliferated discourse of military-economic securitization, CENTCOM's presence in the Middle East, including of course its interventionary violence, assumes both a regulative and generative function in the international economic system (Morrissey, 2011a) .
For this key notion of 'generative' interventionism, stability operations can, of course, be usefully incorporated. The JAGC, for instance, advises its judge advocates in the field that stability operations primarily involve establishing "essential services, economic and infrastructure development, and governance" (US Department of the Army, 2013, page 5-4).
As I have outlined elsewhere, the contemporary US military's overseas mission is discursively built upon a well registered risk-securitization equation, which firmly binds military concerns with economic concerns, and works to justify interventionary force for two key ends: to militarily combat and deter threat, volatility and instability; and to enable, regulate and stabilize a free market system for the good of the global economy (Morrissey, 2011a; cf Dalby, 2009; Neocleous, 2008; Williams, 2007) as an "early articulation of the shift towards a "population-centric" approach to counterinsurgency", and this interventionary tactic has been firmly fused into US military strategy in its long war on terror. The blending of security and development concerns is not new, of course, in either the US military or more broadly (cf Bell and Evans, 2010; Duffield, 2001; Essex, 2013) . But apart from the rhetorical power of mapping and legitimating a broader field of interventionism long into our 'uncertain future', does the US even have the capacity to conduct the kind of 'full-spectrum' military-led stability operations it has increasingly advocated?
5 Austerity, efficiency and stability operations as 'war by other means'
(9) Such developments were well underway at this point, of course. Indeed, one can trace the transition from traditional division and battalion organisation to elite, mobile small units (such as those of Joint Special Operations Command today) to the early 1980s and the development of the 'rapid deployment' concept (see Scahill, 2013; cf Record, 1981) .
One of the underlying reasons for the US military's reimagining of its interventionary remit to explicitly include 'stability operations' appears to be the budgetary pressures of post-crisis austerity and an aversion to large-scale military engagements such as Afghanistan and Iraq.
Like every other government department, the DoD has been inflected by new public management discourses seeking to drive increased economic efficiencies in a period of tighter government spending (Phillips and Corcoran, 2011) . Certainly, the DoD is under pressure to justify its budget requests and its enormous conventional warfare capacity, and questions are being asked of the alternative employments of the military's toolkit for a broader set of US security interests (Flournoy, 2013; Morrison Taw, 2012b) . Indeed, it has been keen of late to demonstrate value for money and efficiency, through both its acquisition of services and supplies and through its operations. Recent notable expansions of the employment of resources at the Defense Acquisition University are a case in point (Defense Acquisition University, 2013). The DoD's increased budgetary efficiency, moreover, has been heralded as a security imperative by various commentators; it is typically reported vis-à-vis a persuasive discourse that neatly binds rapid acquisitioning with flexible force deployment, with the endgame of enhanced security capabilities (cf Romero, 2012; Vinch, 2012; Weigelt, 2009 ). gives them a long reach, extensive manpower, and a broad built-in skill set", whilst simultaneously appearing oblivious to any danger in seeing the military as "an all-purpose foreign policy instrument" (2102b).
Some US politicians have echoed Morrison Taw's concerns on Capitol Hill. US Senator Ted Kaufman, for instance, has argued for "a stronger civilian capacity to engage in counterinsurgency alongside the military", and has variously pressed the US government to make the necessary structural changes in the national security budget to "provide the State Department with more flexible and discretionary funding streams" (Kaufman and Berman, 2010 , pages 175-176; Kaufman was serving as Chair of the short-lived Congressional
Oversight Panel at the time of writing). For Kaufman, the US government "cannot afford to think of national security only in military terms", it must instead integrate its "civilian and military capacities" and take on the key challenge of "interagency cooperation" and the "discrepancy between the size of civilian and military staffs" (he underlines that there are nearly 100,000 US troops in Afghanistan while there are barely 1000 diplomats and development professionals; Kaufman and Berman, 2010, pages 175-176) . Congressman
Howard Berman too has argued for a rebalanced budgeting of US foreign policy, asserting that it is "civilian, not military, forces -principally the U.S. Agency for International Development -that should lead in this regard, and it must be strengthened so that it can do so" (Kaufman and Berman, 2010, pages 175-176) . and Anderson, 2011, pages 16, 17) . They conclude with a now familiar and rather despondent plea: "it is fundamental that Congress as a whole acknowledge in word and deed that civilian reconstruction and stabilization capacity is a critical national security issue" (2011, page 17).
Liddick and Anderson are far from alone in their concerns that not enough resourcing of the State Department and USAID is occurring to offer the United States the necessary expertise and civilian-military balance in overseas stability operations and more broadly development practice. Important critiques of the US military's 'mission creep' have come from both academic sources and from within the US government and military (Flournoy, 2013; Goodwin, 2009; Kaufman and Berman, 2010; Morrison Taw, 2012b) . 11 Stewart Patrick and Kaysie
Brown at the Center for Global Development question the DoD's "growing aid role" beyond the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, which they argue "carries potentially significant risks, by threatening to displace or overshadow broader U.S. foreign policy and development objectives in target countries and exacerbating the longstanding imbalance between the military and civilian components of the U.S. approach to state-building" (Patrick and Brown, 2007, page i) .
They too underline the failure of Congress to "invest adequately in civilian capabilities", pointing to the "disappointing fate of the S/CRS office" in failing to "secure adequate resources to make a tangible difference on the ground in war-torn countries and to command respect within the U.S. government" (Patrick and Brown, 2007, page 3) . Separately, Patrick had earlier drawn attention to the lack of genuine government interagency cooperation with respect to USAID's 'fragile states' strategy, which "won little support from other, more influential departments" (Patrick, 2007, page 1) . In any case, USAID's approach to fragile states is, in Patrick's view, overly focused on security concerns to the detriment of development concerns, a critique echoed in the recent work of Lisa Bhunghalia on USAID's counterinsurgency approach in contemporary Palestine (Bhunghalia, 2012) .
Others have warned of the all-too-encompassing liberal peacebuilding policy of 'bringing democracy' to fragile or post-conflict states, where "rapid democratization and marketization" can quickly lead to "destabilizing effects" (Wiharta, Melvin and Avezov, 2012, page 17 In 2005, DoD Directive 3000.05 concluded that 'stability operations' should be "conducted to help establish order that advances U.S. interests and values", with the long-term goal being to help "develop indigenous capacity for securing essential services, a viable market economy
[and] rule of law" (US Department of Defense, 2005) . This broad political economic and legal interventionary rationale involves a number of outlined tasks under the remit of stability operations, including: rebuilding "judicial systems necessary to secure and stabilize the environment"; reviving "the private sector, including encouraging citizen-driven, bottom-up economic activity and constructing necessary infrastructure"; and "promoting freedom, the rule of law, and an entrepreneurial economy" (US Department of Defense, 2005) . The emphasised tasks above, though in some senses aspirational, nevertheless reveal key aspects of the war/law/space nexus of late modern war, and how the US military is being directed to engage.
They make clear the import of the legal geographies of both occupation and post-occupation, they divulge a prominently functioning dual logic of economic intervention and correction, and they reveal an intricate conflation of the 'legal' and the 'economic' in the liberal conduct of war in our contemporary moment.
When we deconstruct the legal-policy architecture of the US government's recent revised commitment to stability operations and interagency diplomatic and development practices, three things become clear: first, the commitment is not backed up by resourcing either the State Department or USAID, but rather the DoD, whose expertise in development is questionable and whose use of additional monies many see as a stopgap for local security needs rather than for any integrated long-term development projects; secondly, stability operations are not governed by a distinct and separate set of legal parameters but rather are incorporated into a broader legal strategy in which 'full spectrum operations' are enabled along a 'notional legal spectrum' that ontologically rationalizes and allows for multiple contingencies and effectively secures 'full spectrum law'; and thirdly, the declared 'development' concerns of stability operations appear to be seamlessly absorbed into a well-established broader military-economic logic of security, involving specific mechanisms of legal and economic correction and regulation. Perhaps above all else, the discourse of 'stability operations' gives the US military a wider set of security responsibilities in the 'correction' of underdevelopment via the construction and regulation of the legal and economic architectures necessary for a functioning neoliberal global economy.
The doctrinal shift that took place in the US military from 2005 onwards presents a set of intriguing questions about where stability operations fit into the war/law/space nexus of our contemporary moment. I have argued that the broader US government's avowed securitization of instability has been underscored with a familiar presence, the fusion of military and economic security logics, and a familiar absence, a concerted rebalancing of the resourcing of military and civilian interventionary capacities. The latter seems unlikely to radically change despite repeated but arguably marginalised political and academic pleas, while the former remains at the heart of US grand strategy and features centrally in the stability operations that have emerged in recent years. In the spaces of contemporary US interventionism, there may well be an acknowledged 'whole of government approach' to stability operations but the wider securitization mission is still largely centred on military deterrence and economic stabilization.
Underdevelopment concerns fall within. In the US military's 'era of persistent conflict', and its ubiquitous discourse of securing instability, we may mostly be witnessing a broader discursive reworking of longstanding military-economic stability operations.
